
z 

0:: 

o 

Santa Clara 
h$d 

iliff' 
~OOl 

July 29, 2011 

Mayor 

Jamie L. Matthews 

Council Members 

Lisa M. Gillmor . 
Will Kennedy 

Patrick Kolstad 
. Patricia Mahan 

Jamie McLeod 
Kevin Moore 

San FI:anc,isc~ Bay Con.serva:ion and Development COllll11isr·ioJle9= . r? C\ 
c/o WJill raVIS, Execulive Director I D) ~ ~ ~ 0 VI ~ U 
~ay ~~ns~r.vati~l~ De:'e.lop~llent Commission I . -<. I ,\ 
)0 CdllfolnJa Stleet, SUite ~600 II r'1\\ i'Ur:- _ it 2n11 f) 
San Francisco, CA 94] 1 ] U W i"", \J 4 U I 1.-1 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
&. DEVELQf'MfiNT COMMISSION Re: Proposed Bay Area Plan Amendment 

-..l Dear Commissioners: 

« 
The City of Santa Clara appreciates the effort that the BCDChas invested in amending its San 
Francisco Bay Plan to incorporate current sealevel rise ftndingsand policies and to add a new 
section in the Plclll dealing more broadly \\lith climate change and adapting to sea level rise. 
'HO\\/e\ler, we are concerned that the City's local control is recognized. 

City staff has revievve~1 the proposed amendments and other information provided on the BCDC 
website and the City'S Director of Planning ancllnspection has been in workshops and had 
conversations with other agency stafr regarding these amendments. We understahd from this 
research that theproposecl policies would be applied by the Commission only 'vvithin its current 
jurisdictionaland geographically defined boundaries, with no expansion of its regulatory 
authority. Although the City of Santa Clara is currently uriaffected by the geographical 
boundaries ofBCDC's authority, \-\ie will continue to monitor the proposals to insure that the 
City'S local control is recognized while keeping iil step with regional climate change policies. 

The City of Santa Clara recognizes that climate change is a major global challenge for the 21 st 

century. We intend to work for the best interests of aiL but at the same time continue to strongly 
support local control with informed decisions on development and protection of City lands. 

Si~~~ 
Jamie L. Matthews 
Mayor, City of Santa Clara 

cc: City Council of the City of Santa Clara 
IVlayor Chuck Reed,Cil), of San Jose 

~~~ 
G1nnifer~paracino . 
City Manager, City of Santa Clara 
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For Immediate Release 
August 2,2011 

PRO'TECT 
OUR BAYSIDE 
co rVl M U NIT I ES 

,Contact: Roger Salazar 
(916) 444-8897 

Protect Our Bayside Communities 
Responds to BCnC Revised Bay Plan Amendment 

SAN FRANCISCO - On July 29, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) issued revisions to its Bay Plan Amendment, which would establish requirernents and 
recommendations for land-use and development permit decisions in areas potentially vulnerable to 
inundation and flooding, 

Protect Our Bay~ide Communities applallds BCDC for highlighting the threat posed by predicted sea 
level rise and for revising its proposal in response to a chorus of objectic:ms from stakebolders concerned 
about its impact on economic development and local control over land-use decisions, 

However, as a real regional strategy for responding to sea level rise, the proposed Bay Plan amendment is 
at best a framework and falls far short of identifying what needs protecting, how to protect it and how to 
pay for it 

"While we respect and appreciate what the BCDC is doing in making these amendments to its Bay Plan, 
we still feel that there is more that needs to be done, " said Roger Salazar, spokesperson for Protect our 
Bayside Communities, "Our bayside communities and the region as a whole need a plan of action -not 
just a reaction," 

Salazar added, "The current plan leaves many unanswered questions: Who and how are decisions to be 
made as to which properties and infrastructure to protect? Who is going to pay for this protection? From 
where will the funding come? These are important questions that need to be answered," . 

Protect Our Bayside Communities urges the BCDC to: 

1, Take steps immediately to convene parties from all levels of government and the private sector 
necessary to craft the comprehensive regional adaptation strategy that the revised Bay Plan 
amendment calls for; 

2. Support and help coordinate vulnerability assessments by local authorities of property and 
infrastructure under threat of predicted sea-level rise; 

3. Encourage enviromnentally a).1d economically sustainable private investment and innovation and 
public-private partnerships in' low-lying areas to help pay the cost of adapting and building 
resiliency to rising sea waters. 

Global warming is expected to result in sea level rise in San Francisco Bay of 16 inches (40 cm) by mid­
century and 55 inches (140 cm) by the year 2100. Without maintenance of existing levees and flood 
controls and investment in new measures, the inundation and flood zone would extend to 270,000 people 
in Bayside communities and 213,000 acres of shoreline and low-laying inland property around the Bay. It 
will also impact $62 billion in buildings and their content at the shoreline and billions of dollars worth of 
critical transportation, public health and educational assets and infrastructure. 

Protect Ou]' Bayside Communities, is a concerned alliance made up of more than 100 stakeholders from local 
communities and government, labor groups, agriculture, real estate, and local business and industl)' organizations, 
that will provide a new and united voice for both the protection of bayside communities, businesses, and public 
services that are vulnerable to inundation alldjlooding due to sea level rise and the investment necessal)' to 
preserve and nourish bayside economies. . 



CITY OF 

HAYWARD 
HEART OF THE BAY 

August 3, 2011 

The Honorable Sean Randolph, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Subject: Proposed B~y Plan Amendment No. 1-08 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Commissioners: 
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I f\ I J j I 
U \ AUG - 8 2011 LSI 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
& DEVELOPMENT COMMJSSION 

The following letter and attached Resolution is being forwarded to you as a result of Council action on August 2, 
2011. 

As a local municipality that has been studying sea level rise in the East Bay and as a participant in the ongoing 
Adapting to Rising Tides project, the City of Hayward is pleased to see BCDC addressing the issues of sea level rise 
and climate change at a regional scale. While the prbposed Bay Plan Amendment is a step in the right direction, 
additional resources must be directed toward more detailed vulnerability assessments and adaptation plans as well as 
actual shoreline improvements. 

While we recognize that the proposed Bay Plan Amendments are not intended to increase BCDC's regulatory 
authority, the 100-foot-wide shoreline band will move as sea levels rise, which will increase BCDC's area of 
authority. Current mapping is not sufficient to know the future extent of the Bay andt):1e 100-foot-wide band on the 
Hayward shoreline. In addition, it is critical to us that we participate asegual partners in addressing this critical issue, 
including maintaining as much local control as possible while working cooperatively with BCDC. 

Local agencies intend to take a leadership role in the planning for sea level rise', and the City of Ha)'\.\7ard and the 
Hayward Area Shoreline Planning Agency (HASP A) have already assumed such a role, as reflected in the 
development of a preliminary impact assessment of sea level rise on the Hayward shoreline. A collaborative 
partnership with BCDC will be'essential for such planning as well as for the funding and the implementation of 
adaptation plans. 

On that note, the City of Hayward looks forward to working closely with BCDC. on the regional sea level rise 
adaptation strategy called for in the proposed Bay Plan Amendment, and fully supports and appreciates BCDC's 
efforts to address sea level rise and encourages the Commission to continue to work on this issue '\vith its local 
partners. 

Also, in consideration of the proposed amendments, we look forward to continuing to work with BCDC to find 
'\vays to streamline the permitting process for levee repairs and other sea level rise mitigation/ adaptation projects 
that are critically needed bod1 now and as the Bay continues to rise,. 

OFFICE OF MAYOR MICHAEL SWEENEY 

777 B STREET, HAYWARD, CA 94541·5007 
TEL: 510/583·4340' FAX: 510/583·3601 • TDD: 510/247·3340 

I='MAII' tllirh~pl c:'.vf"f'nf'v@h~v\.;v~n1-r::t onv 



HAYWARD CITY COUNCIL 

RESOLUTION NO. 11-145 

Introduced by Council Member Quirk 

RESOLUTION AUTHORlZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN A 
LETTER TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION REGARDING THE 
PROPOSED BAY PLAN AMENDMENTS 

, WHEREAS, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) has been working on amending the Bay Plan to incorporate findings and policies related 
to climate change since April, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Bay Plan needs to be amended to include policies that address 
both 'existing and planned development that will be impacted by rising sea levels; and 

WHEREAS, the Bay Plan Amendment (BP A) is scheduled to be considered by 
the Commis,sion on September 1,2011 and approved on October 6,2011; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Hayward commends BCDC for addressing climate 
change and the issue of sea level rise in the Bay Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Haywaid is a member of the Hayward Area Shoreline 
Planning Agency (HASP A), a j oint powers agency, composed of the City of Hayward, the 
Hayward Area Recreation and Park District, and the East Bay Regional Park District; and 

WHEREAS, HASPA has been considering the potential impacts of sea level 'rise 
and in 2009 commissioned a study titled "Preliminary Study on the Effect of Sea Level Rise on 
the Resources of the Hayward Shoreline," by hydrology consultant Phillip Williams and 
Associates; and 

\VHEREAS, further study is needed to detennine the relative vulnerability of the 
various systems of infrastructure and to develop a master plan that prioritizes and coordinates the 
improvements that need to be made to protect these resources; and 

WHEREAS, land use decisions made along the shoreline, particularly inland from 
the current 100-foot zone, have the capacity to impact and guide future economic development 
within the boundaries of the City of Hayward; and 



WHEREAS, the City of Hayward looks forward to working closely with BCDC 
on the regional sea level rise adaptation strategy called for in the proposed Bay Plan Amendment, 
while stressing the importance of continuing to allow maximum local land use control along the 
shoreline. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Mayor is hereby authorized and 
directed, on behalf of the City Council and in its name, to sign and send a letter addressed to 
BCDC supporting BCDC's efforts to address sea level rise in partnership with affected local 
jurisdictions while recognizing the impOliance of and respecting the responsibility local 
municipalities have for land use and land use decisions within their boundaries. 

IN COUNCIL, HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA August 2 ,2011 

ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Quirk, Halliday, Peixoto, Salinas, Henson 
MA YOR: Sweeney 

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Zermeno 

City Attorney of the City of Hayward 

Page 2 of Resolution No.1 i-i4S 



Monday. August 8,20111:11 PM 

Subject: Pass the Bay Plan Climate Change Policy 
Date: Monday, August 8, 2011 12:50 PM 
From: celticwomanwicklow@hotmail.com 
To: <info@bcdc.ca.gov> 

Mary Lou Finley , 
2866 Calle Salida Del Sol 
San Diego, CA 92139-3541 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
8: DEVELOPMENT COMM1SSION 

August 8,2011 

Sean Randolph 

Dear Sean Randolph: 

BCDC has shown its leadership by educating the Bay Area about the 
challenges of sea leyel rise. I urge you now to promptly adopt the staff's 
proposal for the Bay Plan Climate Change Policy that gives cities guidance 
on how to protect infrastructure and crucial habitat in areas vulnerable 
to sea level rise. 

This policy has been carefully crafted through two years of extensive 
outreach, public hearings and BCDC workshops. It advances the California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy that Governor Schwarzenegger adopted in 2009 
and it will help ensure a common and cautious approach to sea level rise 
planning, instead of allowing cities and developers to ignore risks. 

Please reject the false claims and attacks of developers, and adopt these 
policies that will help guide the Bay Area's sea level rise planning to 
protect people and wildlife habitat. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Lou Finley 
6194345582 

Page 1 of 1 



Monday. August 8, 2011 9:42 AM 

Subject: Pass the Bay Plan Climate Change Policy 
Date: Sunday, August 7, 2011 3:25 PM 
From: sharkterritory650@gmail.com 
To: <info@bcdc.ca.gov> 

Eric Rider 
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1440 Alameda de las pulgas 
San Carlos, CA 94070-4569 SAN FRANCiSCO BAY CONSERVATiON 

& DEVELOl)MENT COMMISSION 

. August 7,2011 

Sean Randolph 

Dear Sean Randolph: 

BCDC has shown its leadership by educating the. Bay Area about the 
challenges of sea level rise. I urge you now to promptly adopt the staff's 
proposal for the Bay Plan Climate Change Policy that gives cities guidance· 
on how to protect infrastructure and crucial habitat in areas vulnerable 
to sea level rise. 

This policy has been carefully crafted through two years of extensive 
outreach, public hearings and BCDC workshops. It advances the California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy that Governor Schwarzenegger adopted in 2009 
and it will help ensure a common and cautious approach to sea level rise 
planning, instead of allowing cities and developers to ignore risks. 

Please reject the false claims and attacks of developers, and adopt these 
policies that will help guide the Bay Art:;a's sea level rise planning to 
protect people and wildlife habitat. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Rider 

Page 1 of 1 



Monday. August 8, 20111:08 PM 

Subject: Pass the Bay Plan Clil11ate Change Policy 
Date: Monday, August 8,2011 12:15 PM 
From: huggeroo@aol.com 

. To: <info@bcdc.ca.gov> ioJ ~ ~ ~ D'W ~ frY) 
I r\\ 'U II \j AUG - 8 2011 lSI . Sandra Karinja 

326 Genoa Dr 
Redwood City, CA 94065-2824 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
& DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

August 8, 2011 

Sean Randolph 

Dear Sean Randolph: 

BCDC has shown its leadership by educating the Bay Area about the 
challenges of sea level rise. I urge you now to promptly adoptthe staff's 
proposal for the Bay Plan Climate Change Policy that gives cities guidance 
on howto protect infrastructure and cr.ucial habitat in areas vulnerable 
to sea level rise. 

This policy has been carefully crafted through two years of extensive 
outreach, public hearings and BCDC workshops. It advances the California 
Climate Adaptation StrategY that Governor Schwarzenegger adopted in 2009 
and it will help ensure a common and cautious approach to sea level rise 
planning, instead of allowing cities and developers to ignore risks.-

Please reject the false claims and attacks of developers, and adopt these 
policies that will help guide the Bay Area's sea level rise planning to 
protect people and wildlife habitat. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Karinja 

Page 1 of 1 



Ci ty of Martinez 
=======================================---==----=====---
525 Henrietta Street, Martinez, CA 94553-2394 (925) 372-3515 

August 8,2011 

R. Sean Randolph 
Chairman 
BAY CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
c/o Bay Area Council 
201 California Street, Suite 1450 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
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SAN FRANClSCO BAY CONSEINATION 
& DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

Will Travis 
Executive Director 
BAY CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, California 94111 

Re: Proposed Bay Plan Amendment 1-08 Concerning Climate Change 

Dear Messrs. Randolph and Travis: 

A workshop regarding the effects of sea level rise and climate change on the City of Martinez 
was conducted prior to the' City Council's meeting of July 6, 2011. The first part of the workshop 
consisted of a presentation and four panelists who spoke on the topic. Following the . 
presentation and panelists the Council asked a number of questions and discussed the topic. 
At the end of the workshop staff sought direction from the Council on how to proceed .. The 
Council directed staff to prepare a resolution to be submitted to the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission regarding the proposed Bay Plan amendment. The Council directed 
that the resolution include the following elements: . 

• Oppose a policy of retreat from existing urban areas; 
• Encourage local and regional governments, the State, regulatory agencies, railroads, 

refineries, and other private interests affected to pursue policies of protecting existing 
urban areas; and 

• Encourage economic development activity that takes into consideration adaptation and 
mitigations strategies in urban infill areas within the identified inundation zone. 

The Council approved the resolution, which is attached, at the following meeting July 20, 2011. 
The City asks that the resolution be included in the public record of the proposed amendment. 
If you have any questions, please call me at 925.372.3534 or email me at 
tblount@cityofmartinez.org, 

Sin~erely, ~ 

V~-/J ~~ . 
Terry 81&nt, AICP 
Planning Manager 

Cc: Philip Vince, City Manager 



RESOLUTION NO. 080-11 

PROTECTING BAYSIDE COMMUNITIES, 
OUR· ECONOMY, AND OUR ENVIRONMENT 

WHEREAS, potential threats to the Bay Area posed by climate­
change-induced sea-level rise are a prominent topic of potential 
debate and restrictive action by regulatory agencies; and 

WHEREAS, currently accepted projections have sea levels rising 
55 inches by the year 2100 1 potentially inundating 217,000 acres 
around the Bay, threatening 270,000 people, and tens of billions 
of dollars of existing facilities and infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, the potentially impacted class includes countless 
.senior citizens, disabled persons, and low-income families 
living within the projected inundation zone that will be 
impacted by projected sea lev~l rise; and 

WHEREAS, hundreds of thousands of jobs, billions of dollars in 
economic activitYI and a significant portion of the Bay Area 
economy lies within the projected inundation zone; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Martinez has residents, businesses, public 
infrastructure, and economic development and environmental 

. restoration opportunities in low-lying areas that would be 
exposed to predicted sea-level rise; and 

WHEREAS, influential advocacy groups are now strongly pushing 
for new policies to be adopted by agencies such as the San 
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission that would 

. calIon local government to "retreat II from existing urbanized 
areas in the face of rising seas, thus abandoning existing 
residents and businesses which operate in these areas; and 

WHEREAS, such a policy of "urban retreat" will discourage new 
investment, new economic activity, as well as an expanded job 
base and technological innovations which could help fund 
protection and restoration measures and help boost the local 
economy; and 

WHEREAS, some individuals and groups also .are proposing 
additional taxes on homeowners to deal with bayside issues -
without consideration of the need to preserve those sources to 
support fiscally threatened basic public services such as 

:~;, police l fire protection, and schools; and 



WHEREAS, these same individuals and groups would propose these 
additional taxes on homeowners - without first pursuing new 
private investment to, meet the economic and environmental needs 
of bayside communities in an era of climate change; and 

WHEREAS, local governments face unprecedented fiscal challenges 
and working men and women in the Bay Area already confront 
crushing economic pressures and high unemployment, making 
policies that discourage investment and economic ~evelopment 
especially ill advised and punitive. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City 
of Martinez opposes a policy of "retreat" from existing urban 
areas in the face of rising seas; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that we encourage local and regional 
governments, the State, regulatory agencies, railroads, 
refineries, and other private interests affected to pursue 
policies of protecting existing urban areas; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that we encourage economic development 
activity that takes into consideration adaptation and 
mitigations strategies in urban infill areas within the 
identified inundation zone. 

* * * * * * 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
of a resolution duly adopted by the City Council of the City o£ 
Martinez ata Regular Meeting of said Council held on the 20th 
day, of July, 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

Councilmembers Lara DeLaney, Michael Menesini, Mark 
Ross, Vice Mayor Janet Kennedy, and Mayor Rob Schroder 

None 

None 



August 11,2011 

Sean Randolph, Chair 
Will Travis, Executive Director 
BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
50 Califomia Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, Califor:nia 94111 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 
& DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

Re: Proposed Bay Plan Amendments Relating to Climate Change 
July 29,2011 Version 

Dear Chair Randolph and Executive Director Travis, 

\Ve write to commend the Bay Conservation and Development COlmnission staff and 
Commissioners for considering and largely incorporating the thoughts and concenls of a vast 
atTay of Bay area stakeholders in the most recent version ofthe proposed Bay Plan Amendments 
on Climate Change (Amendments). While in many respects the truly substantive discussion on 
climate change and identifying and funding solutions for the Bay area has yet to begin, the 
July 29 version of the Amendments presents a platfonn to advance, rather than impede, that 
discussion. Accordingly, the Saltworks project, including its principals - DMB Associates, Inc. 
and Cargill, Inc. - remove their objection to adoption of the Amendments as presented in the 
July 29,2011, version. 

As noted as early as our May 2009 letter to the Commission, we have remained gravely 
concemed about theAmendments including any direct or indirect preemptive judgment on 
celiain categories ofprojects. We have long maintained that projects within areas potentially 
impacted by sea level rise require close and exacting case-by-case scrutiny. Such projects have 

. the potential to be sources of much needed ilU1ovation and capital investment to actually deliver 
protection to vulnerable areas, and the COlmnission should incentivize such approaches and not 
discourage them. This is particularly true in light of the scarce supply of and multiple competing 
demands for govenunent and NGO dollars. 

We appreciate that the July 29 version of the Amendments calls for this case-by-case 
analysis. The Amendments now stress that projects will be evaluated on their individual merits. 
FUliher, the Amendments call attention to the imperative of protecting existing development and 
infrastructure, the need for innovative approaches to do so, and the unfortunate shortage of 
CUtTent public funding sources to catTy out those protective measures. 

The COlmnission is uniquely composed and empowered to 
initiate and advance what will be long and difficult discussions 

J\ PASSION FOR GHAT PLACES 



Chair Randolph 
Executive Director Travis 
BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISISON 
August 11,2011 
Page 2 

involving cities, counties, flood control agencies, and govemment at all levels; property owners; 
homeowners; potential investors; and a myriad of other interested stakeholders. That discussion 
- as envisioned in proposed Climate Change Policy 6 - should begin ilmllediately and should be 
integrated as soon as possible with the regional dialog regarding the Bay Area's compliance with 
SB 375. The outcomes caned for in the proposed Amendments cannot be severed :£i-om the land 

. use and infrastructure discussions already occurring in the SB 375 context. 

At Saltworks, we have been considering these issues and the need for solutions for years. 
We believe we can provide a noteworthy model for local, regional, and private sector 
collaboration to deliver meaningful protection on the ground. Of course, through our planning 
and development, the Saltworks community will be fully protected from the threat of sea level 
rise. We believe Saltworks presents the additional opportunity to leverage that investment for a 
greater regional good. We intend that the investment of the Saltworks project provide the 
catalyst for regional protection to defend portions of Redwood City already vulnerable to the 
threat of inundation. This threat remains regardless of the approval of Saltworks. This model of 
leveraging private investment and innovation to realize regional benefit can and should be 
pursued throughoutthe Bay area. . 

VVhile removing our opposition to the COlmnission's adoption of the July 29 version of 
the proposed Amendments, we simultaneously urge the Commission to immediately push for the 
regional dialog envisioned in proposed Climate Change Policy 6. The time is now to begin the 
difficult work of finding answers to the threat of sea level rise that has been so timely highlighted 
in the consideration of the proposed Amendments. 

Again, we conunend the staff and Commission members for their patient consideration 
and thoughtfulness in progressing tlu'ough a sometimes tense though necessary and productive 
dialog. 

Sincerely, 

£'/2 j UP­
/f-I4/~f!-~ I 

David C. Smiih, Esq~ 
Senior Vice President 
DMB ASSOCIATES, INC. 



SIERRA 
CLUB 

CALIFORNIA 

August 17, 2011 

R. Sean Randolph, Chair, and Commissioners 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development COlmmssion 
50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

RE: Bay Plan Amendment 1-08 Concerning Climate Change 

De~r Chairperson Randolph and COlmmssioners: 

The Sierra Club California Coast Resilient Habitats Campaign appreciates the opporrunity to comment on the 
above referenced draft Bay Plan Amendment (Amendment). \\fe col1gtatulate the Commission 011 recognizing 
the threats to the Bay, its fish and wildlife and its surrounding human community that will result from sea level 
rise as a result of climate change. 

However, w.c can only reluctantly supporttlle draft Amendment since we are very disappointed that the draft 
Amendment does not fully address these threats. 'W'e urge Commissioners, even at this late date, to require a 
strengthening of the document by asking staff to make clearer the necessity of avoiding ne\v development 1n 
currently undeveloped shoreline areas tllat are ve17 likely to be under water in 25 to 50 years. This ·will better 
Selye our community by not putting people in harm's way and it ,vill enable the Bay's ecosystem to sUl"vive sea-. 
level rise by providing tidal marshes and mudflats room to move upla.nd (some"\.vhat humorously called wetlands 
creep) on ~ndeyeloped shoreline as existing tidal marshes and mudflats experience inundation.· 

It is true that tlle i'l.mendment and BCDC itself, can only address impacts of sea-level rise to the Bay's open 
waters and sometributari.es and to tlle l)ay's salt ponds and· managed wetlands since these are the only areas 
regulated by BCDC (within the 1 OO-foot shoreline band BCDC'sautllority is limited to public access and the 
Commission there may require public access improvements consistent with climate change impacts). 

Therefore, one may ask why tlns Amendment process has attracted so much controversy. \'(/e believe it is for 
t\vo reasons. One reason is that BCDC is tlle fIrst Bay Area, and possibly state, regulatory agency to actually 
develop protocols for dealing with the· impacts ·of climate change and thus all interested parties are working to 
ensme that tlns first model policy is not damaging to their interests. \\lhether those interests are also in tlle public 
i.nterest is another cluestion. The goal of the Sierra Club, at least, is for BCDC to adopt an Amendment that \,,-i11 
in tlle face of sea level rise protect and preserve tlle Bay and the fish and wildlife dependent upon it and that ,vill 
prO\~ide for the safety of the human cummulnties surrounding the Bay. '~{/e believe tlns best serves tlle public 
interest. 

The second reason for the controversy over tlle amendment is tllat tlle one project that will definitely be affected 
by a strong BCDC Climate Change }-\mendme11t:is the Redwood City Salt Works project. The de'/eloper of tllls 
project is Di\IB.and according to a New York Times article, 'V)\1B Associ~tes, thefirm behind the ambitious 

SOl K Srreet. Suite 2700, Sacramento, CA 95814 

(916) 55i-llOO· Fa.x (9J6) 557-9669' www.sic(raclubc:1iifornia.org 
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Redwood Ci()' Saltworks development, spell/more {han $350,OU(J on lobbyists over the past year {a il~f1uence 

({Ild monitor the proposal Clnd oiller slale regulations and legislatioll, records show"(see Appendix A). 

\,/e believe that much of the opposition to a strong BCDC climate change amendment is the result of a 
misundcJ:st:ll1d.i11g leading to a concern by local govemments that their existing communities will be t:lu:eatened 
by a strong Amendment, believing d1at BCDC will require the abandonment of some of those communities to 

flooding from sea level rise. This pe]jcf is ob\'iously wrong since BCDC's statutes restrict it, as mentioned above, 
to regulating salt ponds, managed wcdands and the Bay itself, not existing shoreline COl1llTIunities. 

We be]jeve it is in the pub]jc interest for the BCDC to develop a strong Climate Change Amendment that deters 
development in undeveloped low-lying BClod-prone areas. There arc many reasons for this, but especially 

,. pertinent is the fact tha.t the cost of protecting newly developed areas in these undeveloped low-lying flood 
prone areas will be prohibitive. The J\.:rnendment itself states that, '{"A] current lack of funding to address 
projected impacts from sea level rise necessUates a collaborative approach with al/ stakeholder 
groups to find strategic and innovative solutions (Climate Change section k.)". The California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy (CCAS) states that, 'The slmleg)' ackJIOIIJ/ectgeJ that the bighjtJltJfldal ... (oJ/S of 
prokdillg elii!~ytbifl<..~ liND' pmllf. 10 be iIJJP0.l·sible ... " (see Amendment Climate Change Policy w.) 

_-\ failure to recognize d1ese final1cial conswl.i.11ts may lead to situations, as we have seen recently at the Lennar 
cleyelopmcnt at 1\,[are island and tlle \ViJder deyelopment in Orinda, when: Je\relopments have undergone 
bankruptcy. If such ·defaults l;appen to future, umvisely encouraged, shoreline developments the public will be 
held responsible for funding the shoreline improvements necessary fOJ: protecting those new developments or, if 
public funding is. not available (and our current fiscal situation docs not encoi.lrage optimism for future 
emergency public funclingJ, the residents of those developments will face tlooding and potentially tlle need to 
abandon those developments. A weak policy may, in other words, be putting innoccnt people in harm's way as 
the Bay rises a potential five feet or more. 

L'n forrunnrely as we \vill demonstrate below, the proposed AmencL.11ent mar be read as actually encouraging 
development in just such low-lying areas. 

Instead of using strong policies to deter most development 011 these undC\'cloped low-lying areas the 
"'\mcndment continually gives equal weight to bodl dc\'ClopmeQt and preservation in tl1esc flood-pwne areas and 
can actually be seen as encoutaging such dcyelopment. For example, when talking about:i regional strategy for 
climate change dle Amendment's Climate Change Policy (i (pages 23-25) srates: 

Ideally, the regional stl'ategy will determine where and hO\1,' existjng clc\'elopment shouJd be protected and 
infill development encouraged, where !lew development should be permitted .... (cl11phasis ours). 

;-\ more appropriatc :ipproacb would state, "Ideally, the regional strategy will determine where and how 
existing development should be protected and develop criteria that will restrict where new d<!/!eiop/JItfll! 
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sboll!cl be pm/Jilted ... "(italics om proposed language). TIlls would be more in keeping with the State's California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy.· . 

Other sections that would seem to encourage development on lmv-Iying shoreline areas include Finding r. in the 
Climate Change Section (pg. 18) 

In some cases, the regional goals of encouraging infill development, remediating environmentally 
degraded land, redeveloping closed military bases and concentrating housing and job density near transit 
may conflict with the goal of minimizing flood risk by avoiding development in low-lying areas vulnerable 
to flooding (emphasis ours). 

Even where staff suggests that the Amendment language is supportive of preserving low-lying areas we find 
confusing and mixed message langnag~. For example, Findings. in dle Clinlate' Change Section (pg. 18) states 
d1at, 

Some undeveloped low-lying areas that are vulnerable to shoreline flooding contain important habitat or 
provide opportunities for habitat enhancement. In these areas, development that would have regional 
benefits could preclude wetland enhancement that would also have regional benefits. 

Staff suggests that tllls is a statement d1at '~"'kl101l'1edgeJ SOJlJe 1/Jlde/J{!/oped areaJ cOIl/aill Clitiw/ habilcli or t'O/lId be eil!)(/1/ced 
for habitat. J'13nt this Section also makes it cleat tl1at such sites may also provide regional development benefits 
and it makes no judgment as to ,vhich is better thus ignoring the ~CAS reconm1endation that agencies consider 
prolllbiting development in such critical aquatic resource areas (see below). 

We appreciate dle inclusion ill the Amendment elements from dIe CCAS. TIus is found in Finding w of the 
Amendment's Climate Change Section (page 20). In particular the Amendment includes the quotes: 

... The strategy ackr:iowledges that the high financial, ecological, social and cultural costs of protecting 
everytlling mar prove to be impossible; in the long .mn, protection of evel,),thing may be both futile and 
environmentally destructive ... 

]lIe strategy fU1ther recommends tlIat state agencies should generally not plan, develop, or build any new 
significant structure in a place \vhere that structure will require significant protection from sea-level rise, 
storm smges, or coastal erosion during the expected life of dle structure ... 

TIle strategy further rccOl1illlends dlat tl1e state should consider prohibiting projects that would place 
den~lopment in undeveloped areas already containing critical habitat, and those contnining opportu!'..iries for 
tidal wetland restoration, habitat nllgmtion, or buffer zones ... 

This language is straightfOl"ward and compelling. In contrast, Amendment Climate Change Polic), 6 states, 
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To address the regional adverse impacts of climate change, undeveloped areas tllat are both vulnerable to 
future flooding and currently sustain significant habitats or species, or possess conditions that nuke tlle areas 
especially suitable for ecosystem enhancement should be given special considerat.ion for prescrI'ation and 
habitat enhancement and should be encomaged to be used for tllose purposes. 

Tius A_mendment language differs from the CCAS in 1:\vo significant \vays. 

First, the CCAS recommends tllat "a/!,I!II.-ie.r .rbould,generalh' 1101 plall" delle/op, or bllild all] /lelJJ .rigl1ijimll/ sll7lt:!lIre ill a place 
nifll!ll? tbal .rtrm:/11ll' will reqllire .rZ:;llijlwlll prolectioll jivllI Jecl·lfllel riJe". The CCAS phrase "Generally not plan" is a much 
stronger directive than the draft Amendment's vague "should be given special consideration for preservation." 
The draft Am_endment's use of the phrase, ".speda/ cOII.ridm:ltiol1 jorprem1IatioIlJ ... , "also ignores tlle CCAS' even 
stronger recommendation that, "tbe .ftatt' .rhOlfid l'omiderplvhibililJgprojei'lJ tha! JIIo,,1d p/(}[."t: dl?/!/!/OpllJl?llt ill J1/1d8/Jeloped aretlJ 
a/rear!} "'oll!,~illiJlg oitiml babitat, ai/{l tboJe colltailling oPPOlilfl1t/!i!J"jor tidal }/Iet/alld Iv.rtoratiolJ, ha/JitaIlJligm!ioll, or bJ(j}ilr 
zoneJ •.. " 

A previous (I\-fay 2011) Amendment draft had the language "Development in these areas should be 
discouraged." We urge Commissioners to return tills phrase to tills section of the Amendment so that it reads, 

To address tile regional adverse impacts of climate change, undeveloped areas tllat are both vulnerable to 
future flooding and currently sustain sigluficant habitats or species, or possess conditions that make the 
areas especially suitable for ecosystem 'enhancement should be given special consideration for 
preservation and habitat enhancement and should be encomaged to be used for tllOse purposes. 
Development in these areas should be discouraged. 

If the current language stands, Commissioners may feel that such equivocal language gives them a relatiyely. 
confusing foundation on which to make difficult decisions \vhen developers come to the Commission seeking 
approvals. '\ 

The second difference bC1:\veen the CCAS and the draft Amendment is tl1at tile CCAS language apparently 
applies to all undeveloped 100v-lying areas ill,ely tobe flooded (see quote above). The draft Amendment's 
language on the otller hand suggests tllat such avoidance of development should only take place for those low­
lying areas that also proyide exisring significant habitat value or restoration opportulllries, 

But protecting such a limited amount of bay shoreline habitat is not sufficient. As tIle Amendment recognizes 
in its Tidal Marshes section: 

k. Landward 111arsh migracion ma!- be necessary to sllstain marsh acreage around the Bay as sea l~\'el rises. :\$ 

sea le\'el rises, high-energy waves erode inorganic mud from tidal flats and deposit tllat sedimenr onto 
adjacent tidal marshes. i\hrshes IT:1]) sediment and contribute adlutiOll:1l material to tlle marsh plain as 
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decaying plant matter accumulates. Tidal habitats respond to sea level rise by moving land\vard, a process 
referred to as transgression or 

migration. Low sedimentation rates, natural topography, development, and shoreline protection can block 
wetland migration. 

.' . 
It is well known that the Bay is suffering a deficit of tidal marsh. ~'\gain, as recognized in the Amendment Tidal 
i'vIarsh and Tidal Flats section the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals report recommends .:l restoration of 65,000 
acres of ne,v tidal marsh on top of the Bay's existing tidal marsh acreage. \X!hile many new acres of tidal marsh 
are in the process of being restored a significant acreage of existing tidal marsh will be lost to sea leveJ rise. If we 
wisb to preserve the henlt11 of the Bay we must provide for tidal marsh movement upland and that can only rake 
place in undeveloped shoreline .areas and much as our science in this area has improved, sediment movements 
are still only partially understood. \'Ve mar fmd that unlil.;:ely areas of undeveloped shorelines will take on 
unanticipated ecological significai1ce. Also, as the Bay shoreline moves closer to human infrastructure, historic 
conidors be1:\veen marshes may be submerged and undeveloped upbnds that may not provide tidal marsh 
restoration opportunities may become essential for t1le maintenance of such corridors. 

Furthermore, regarding this second distinction be1:\veen CCAS and the draft Amendment, while the California 
Coast Resilient Habitats Campaign is focused on habitats, we cannot ignore the .fact that seawalls, the most likely 
f01ID of protection for existing communities threatened by sea-level ri.se, bring their own structural and 
ecologi.cal impacts to adjacent coa.stal habitats. Sea\vallscreate reflected wa've energy tl1at results in the erosion of'··' 
adjacent coastal habitats. Such edifices may be necessary for the protection of existing conununities but new 
seawalls erected to protect new deve10pments in low-lying areas ",-ill be both exceptionally costly (as tlle CC-\.S I'~':;';i' 

suggests, 'The .r/rafegy flG'klJoJJJledgllJ thai //.Ie bighfilltlIt17"a1 ... (o.r/J f!lprotedillg el1eo'tbillg mq)!prOllC 10 be iJ1JpoJ:ribJe .. .) and 
ec010gically damaging even to those areas the Commission seeks to preserve and protect. 

So, with all tllese flaws, why should we support the adoption of this Amendment? It is because, flawed as it is, 
the Amendment does provide Commissioners with language tllat will allow them to discourage projects in low- . 
lying flood-prone areas . .It is not as clear as we would wish nor as directed on keeping tlle public out of harm's 
way and on presen-i.ng the Bay's ecosystem. But with enlightened Commissioners and staff it will provide 
0nrely) sufficient language to meet those goals . 

. \\7e are pleased that the draft Amendment does provide .language that may deflect development from some of 
the Bay's most valuable shoreline habitats but we believe, as cited above, that that .language is \veak and mar well 
fail to cliscouragefuture development on most shoreline areas at risk from flooding resulting from sea-level rise. 

The Amendment does, as said above, include language urging the preservation of tidal marshes and tidal flats 
(mudflats). For example in Policy 4 (page 11) of rhe TidaJ Marshes and Tidal Plats Section of the Amendment it 
states, 
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... Further, local goycrnmcllt land use and 'tax policies should not lead to the conversion of rllcse restorable 
lands to uses that would preclude or deter potential restoration. The public should make every effort to 

acguire these lands from ~viJling seller::; for the purpose of habitat restoration and wetland migration. 

Thus, we find in tllls draft document conflicting emphases between encouraging development (basically all of 
Climnte Change Policy 7 (page 26)) on low-lying flood prone areas and language such as that quoted directly 
above that urges appropriate constraint on such development. 

I-lmvever, to our mind, much more space and emphasis is placed 011 how we can develop the shoreline·as 
opposed to how we can preserve and protect the Bay and its ecosystem. Considering the origination of BCDC as 
an agency created to restrain the development of the Bay, wefm.d it unsettling to see so much l)olic), language 
addressing how the Bay shoreline can be developed. Climate Change Policy 7, for example, itelnizes the tasks a 
de'l"elopermust take to justify development on low-lying flood-prone areas. None of those tasks is beyond the 
reach of any well-funded developer: the pronlise of good translt, t11e promise of adapting to sea-level rise (of . 
course the developer will be long gone when that difficulty approaches leaving the cost to residents, businesses 
and taxpayers), the promise of a financial strategy to fund the adaptation to sea level rise (but the bankruptcies 
cluoted above illusrrate how insecure such promises m.a)' be). 

Nonetheless, the Amendment docs contains policies, as shown abm;e, that will allow COlTIl1llssioners and staff to 
. reach the hard decisions necessary to prevent the. ul1\vise development of the Bay's shoreline in the face of sea 
level rise. 

We urge tlle Commissioners to require staff to strengthen this document but failing that to yote for its adoption . 
. Life "vill be easier for you if it becomes a clearer, stronger document. \'fie wish us all luck in m.eecing the 

challenges we face as the Bay rises. 

Sincerely yours, 

Linda Zablotny-Hurst, Staff Co-Lead 
California Coast Resilient Habitats Campaign 
Deputy Director, Sierra Club California 

Dm'c Grubb, \. oluntecr Co-Lead 
California Const Resilient Habita ts Campaign 

Arthur Feinstein, Team Leader 
California Coast Resilient Habitats Campaign 
Chair, Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter 

"C ' .. 

1.esli Daniel, Organizer 
California Coast Rcsilienr Habitats Campaign 
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tf\1 AUG 21\ 2011 .tJ 
SA~ FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION 

& DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Subject: Proposed Bay Plan Amendment No. 1-08 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Commissioners: . 

As a local special district that has been studying sea level rise in the East Bay and as a 
pal1icipant iIi the ongoing Adapting to Rising Tides project, the Hayward Area 
Recreation and Park District is pleased to see BCDe addressing the issues of sea level 
rise and climate change at a regional scale. While the proposed Bay Plan Amendment 
is a step in the right direction, additional resources must be directed toward more 
detailed vulnerability assessments and adaptation plans as well as actual shoreline 
improvements. 

While we reco gnize that the proposed Bay Plal1 Amendments are not intended to 
increase BCDC's regulatory authority, the 1 aO-foot-wide shoreline band will move as 
sea levels rise, which will increase BCDC's area of authority. Current mapping is not 
sufficient to know the future extent of the Bay and the 1 OO-foot-wide band on the 
Hayward shoreline. 

Local agencies intend to take a leadership role in the planning for sea level rise, and 
the HaYVlTard Area Recreation and Park District and the Hayward Area Shoreline 
Plmming Agency (HASP A) have already assumed such a role, as reflected in the 
development of a preliminary impact assessment of sea level rise on the Hayward 
shoreline. A collaborative pminership with BCDC will be essential far such plmming 
as well as for the funding and the implementation of adaptation plans. 

On.that note, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District looks forward to 
'vvarking closely with BCDC on the regional sea level rise adaptation strategy called 
for in the proposed Bay Plan Amendment, and fully suppOlis and appreciates BCDe's 
effOlis to address sea level rise and encourages the Commission to continue to work 
on this issue. 

Serving Castro Valley, Hayward and San Lorenzo since 1944 
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Also, in consideration of the proposed amendments, we look forward to continuing to work with 
BCDC to find ways to streamline the permitting process for levee repairs and other sea level rise 
mitigation/adaptation projects that are critically needed both now and as the Bay continues to 
nse. 

Sincerely, 

Rita Shue 
General Manager 



I 
--; 

IN THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OFTHE 

HAYWARD AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION NO. R-1112 -14 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE GENERAL MANAGER TO SIGN A 
LETTER TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPfvlENT COMMISSION REGARDING THE PROPOSED 

BAY PLAN AMENDMENTS 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
has been working on amending the Bay Plan to incorporate findings and policies related to 
climate change since April, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Bay Plan needs to be amended to include policies that address both 
existing and planned development that will_be impacted by rising sea levels; and 

WHEREAS, the Bay Plan Amendment (BPA) is scheduled to be considered by the 
Commission on September 1, 2011 and approved on October 6, 2011; and 

WHEREAS, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District commends BCDC for 
addressing climate change and the issue of sea level rise in the Bay Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District is a member of the Hayward 
Area Shoreline Planning Agency (HASPA), a joint powers agency, composed of the City of 
Hayward, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District, and the East Bay Regional Park 
District; and 

WHEREAS, HASPA has been considering the potential impacts of sea level rise and in 
2009 commissioned a study titled "Preliminary Study on the Effect of Sea Level Rise on the 
Resources of the Hayward Shoreline," by hydrology consultant Phillip Williams and Associates; 
and 

WHEREAS, further study is needed to determine the relative vulnerability of the various 
systems of infrastructure and to develop a master plan that prioritizes and coordinates the 
improvements that need to be made to protect these resources; and 

WHEREAS, land use decisions made along the shoreline, particularly inland from the 
current lOO-foot zone, have the capacity to impact and guide future economic development 
within the boundaries of the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District; and 

WHEREAS, the Hayward Area Recreation and Park District looks forward to working 
closely with BCDC on the regional sea level rise adaptation strategy called for in the proposed 
Bay Plan Amendment, while stressing the importance of continuing to allow maximum local land 
use control along the shoreline. 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the General Managaer is hereby authorized 
and directed, on behalf of the Board of Directors and in its name, to sign and send a letter 
addressed to BCDC supporting BCDC's efforts to address sea ·Ievel rise in partnership with 
affected local jurisdictions while recognizing the importance and respecting the responsibility 
local municipalities have for land use and land use decisions within their boundaries. 

DATED: August 22, 2011 

INTRODUCED BY: Hodgeb 

AYES: AndJu1.de.~ Hodgeb,Jamebon, Pvr..Ww., Waebpi. 

NOES: None. 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

(Vi ~ C\ 
-I J1i~~------" 

MINANE JAMESON, Pre~ 
Board of Directors C7 

~/~ CV 
~NDRADE, Secretary .' 

Board of Directors 
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TRUE AND CORRECT COpy OF A RESOLUTION 
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